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Summary

TBF's attempt to have Glendale's application summarily

dismissed based upon allegations that Glendale's transmitter

site is not available to it must be denied. Glendale timely

accepted the offer of TAK Broadcasting, the site owner, to

make the site available, and TAK's General Manager has

reaffirmed that TAK is willing to negotiate with Glendale.

The site is thus available to Glendale.

The lease between TAK and TBF~does not provide any basis

for concluding that the site will be unavailable to Glendale.

It is TAK's position that the lease can be terminated on

thirty days notice if TBF looses its license, and the lease is

consistent with TAK's interpretation. TBF's attempt to use

the lease to insulate itself from competition is improper and

contrary to the expressed policy off the Commission. Finally,

even if TBF is correct that it can obstruct access to the site

for two years after its renewal application is finally denied,

that delay would not make the site legally unavailable to

Glendale.



A£C£/I.I£D
JiJN .. ,

BEFORE THE ft0f!141. CQl,J 1991
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMNISSION O:F/C/:~CATlC1iSCCifI.iJ

Washington, D. C. 'ESECRETARY V~QV

In re Applications of

TRINITY BROADCASTING OF FLORIDA,
INC.

For Renewal of License of
station WHFT(TV) on Channel 45,
Miami, Florida

and

GLENDALE BROADCASTING COMPANY

For a Construction Permit for a
New Commercial TV Station to
operate on Channel 45, Miami,
Florida

To: Honorable Joseph Chachkin
Administrative Law Judge

) MM DOCKET NO. 93-75
)
) File No. BRCT-911001LY
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) File No. BPCT-911227KE
)
)
)
)
)

OppoSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS APPLICATION
OF GLENDALE BROADCASTING COMPANY

Glendale Broadcasting Company (Glendale) , by its

attorneys, now opposes the "Motion to Dismiss Application of

Glendale Broadcasting Company" filed by Trinity Broadcasting

of Florida, Inc. (TBF) on May 13, 1993.

I. INTRODUCTION

TBF seeks the sumniary dismissal of Glendale's application

based solely upon its allegations that the transmitter site

specified in Glendale's application is not available to

Glendale. TBF first argues that the site, which is owned by

TAK Broadcasting, is unavailable because Glendale failed to

accept TAK's offer to make the site available. Second, TBF

argues that the site is unavailable because the lease between
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TAK and TBF allegedly precludes Glendale from obtaining access

to the site for two years after Trinity loses its broadcasting

privileges. Neither argument is valid. Glendale has

reasonable assurance of site availability, and the TAK-TBC

lease provides no basis for dismissing Glendale's application

or for even specifying a site availability issue against

Glendale. The motion must be summarily denied.

The draconian sanction of dismissal is reserved for cases

of "egregious, disruptive, or prejudicial conduct" (Cannon

Communications Corp., 6 FCC Rcd 570, 68 RR 2d 1353, 1355

(1991» or for cases where it is conceded that an applicant is

unqualified and the applicant's attempt to cure that defect by

amendment has been rejected (~ cases cited at Page 7 of

TBF's motion). Neither circumstance is present here.

Glendale has a valid reasonable assurance letter from the

owner of its transmitter site. Even if the Presiding JUdge

somehow agrees with TBF that there are material questions as

to the availability of Glendale's site, the proper remedy is

not summary dismissal but the specification of a site

availability issue. In this case, however, there is no

substantial or material question of fact - the site is clearly

available to Glendale.

II. THE TAK SITE AVAILABILITY LETTER

TBF admits that TAK Broadcasting, the owner of the site

specified in Glendale's application (Which is the same site

from which WHFT(TV) currently broadcasts), wrote Glendale a
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letter dated December 9, 1991 by which TAK stated its

willingness to negotiate a site lease with Glendale if

Glendale's application was granted. TBF does not argue that

the language in the letter is insufficient to grant reasonable

assurance of site availability Instead, TBF argues that TAK's

offer expired on January 31, 1992, because Glendale did not

accept TAK's offer by signing the TAK letter and returning it

to James Sorensen, TAKrs representative. TBF Motion, P. 3.

TBF's premise is incorrect - Glendale did accept TAK's

offer in a timely manner. Glendale hired Gregory B. Daly of

TelSA, Inc. to locate a transmitter site for its Miami

application. ~ the declaration of Gregory B. Daly submitted

as Attachment 1 to this opposition. Mr. Daly recommended that

Glendale acquire permission to use the tower owned by TAK

Broadcasting, and Glendale authorized Mr. Daly to negotiate

with Mr. Sorensen to obtain reasonable assurance of the TAK

site. After considerable negotiations with Mr. Sorensen, Mr.

Daly obtained a letter of intent dated December 9, 1991, that

was acceptable to Glendale. On December 21, 1991, Mr. Daly

signed and dated the letter of intent on Glendale's behalf and

mailed the acceptance to Mr. Sorensen. Mr. Daly also had a

telephone conversation with Mr. Sorensen in which Mr. Daly

stated that he was mailing the signed letter to Mr. Sorensen.

~ Attachment 1. ThUS, Glendale did accept the TAK offer by

January 31, 1992, the deadline set by TAK for acceptance of

the offer.
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After Glendale received TBF' s motion to dismiss and

motion to enlarge issues, counsel for Glendale investigated

the matter and obtained a signed copy of the letter from Mr.

Daly. ~ Declaration of Lewis I. Cohen submitted as

Attachment 2 to this opposition. Counsel then telephoned Mr.

Sorensen, who informed counsel that he may have received the

letter signed by Mr. Daly but that he had no record of

receiving it. Mr. Sorensen then sent counsel a letter in

which he stated, inter liJ..g, "TBC will negotiate with anyone

else able to and asking to secure tower space, as long as

there is no legal or technical impediment to such negotiation

or its resulting agreement." Counsel then spoke to David

Harris, TAK's General Manager, who orally reaffirmed the

December 9, 1991 letter of intent and stated TAK's willingness

to negotiate a final agreement with Glendale. See Attachment

2.

Neither Mr. Daly nor George F. Gardner, Glendale's

President, had any reason to believe that Mr. Sorensen had not

received the fUlly-signed letter or that the TAK site was

unavailable to Glendale until the TBF motions were filed. ~

Attachment 1 and the Declaration of George F. Gardner

submitted as Attachment 3 to this opposition.'

Since Glendale accepted TAK's offer in a timely manner,

the TAK offer did not expire on January 31, 1992, and Glendale

, The original of Mr. Gardner's declaration is attached to
Glendale I s "Opposition to Contingent Motion to Enlarge Issues
Against Glendale Broadcasting Company."
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has always had reasonable assurance of site availability.

While it is unfortunate that Mr. Sorensen never received the

signed letter, the signing and mailing of the letter was a

valid acceptance. ~ Corbin on contracts, § 78, pp. 124-125.

See also section 1.47(f) of the Commission's rules, "Service

by mail is complete upon mailing." Moreover, TAK's General

Manager has reaffirmed the December 9 letter, so Glendale

continues to have reasonable assurance of site availability.2

Even if the December 9 letter was deemed to have lapsed,

no site availability issue would be warranted. The site was

undisputedly available to Glendale when it filed its

application in December 1991, and it is available now. In

Rancho Mirage Radio. a General Partnership, FCC 90M-2252

(released JUly 26, 1990) (Attachment 4 to this opposition),

the Presiding Judge denied a request for a site availability

issue where an applicant had obtained a site availability

letter for one piece of land but had erroneously specified a

different piece of land in its application. After a petition

to enlarge issues was filed, the applicant then obtained

reasonable assurance of the site specified in its application.

The Presiding Judge refused to specify a site availability

issue. He held that the site was currently available to the

applicant and that the prior lack of reasonable assurance was

2 In his May 15 correspondence, Mr. Sorensen took the position
that the original letter was not valid but that TAK was willing to
consider entering into a new letter of intent. Mr. Harris,
however, reaffirmed the December 9 letter.
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caused by a misunderstanding. In this case, any site

availability problems were caused by the Post Office's failure

to deliver a letter. Since TAK is clearly willing to

negotiate with Glendale, it would be inequitable and illogical

to add a site availability issue when such an issue was not

added in Rancho Mirage Radio.

All that an applicant must show to have reasonable

assurance of site availability is "some indication of the

property owner's favorable disposition toward making an

arrangement with the applicant ••• " National Innovative

programming Network. Inc. of the East Coast, 2 FCC Red 5641,

5643, 63 RR 2d 1534, 1539 (1987). "This reasonable assurance

may be acquired by informal telephone contacts by counsel for

the applicant, and rent and other details may be negotiated at

a yet undetermined future date." !.s!. Thus, Mr. Harris' oral

assurance that the site is available to Glendale is sufficient

under the reasonable assurance standard. 3 Glendale has met

the reasonable assurance standard. Accordingly, there is no

basis for concluding that TAK is unwilling to make its site

available to Glendale, and TBF's motion must be denied.

3 Under these circumstances, Mr. Cohen's recitation of his
telephone conversation with mr. Harris is cognizable under Section
1. 229 (d) of the Commission's rules. Mr. Cohen has personal
knowledge of the words Mr. Harris spoke to him over the phone.
Moreover, Mr. Harris' statement that TAK is willing to negotiate
with Glendale is corroborated by the December 9, 1991 letter and
Mr. Sorensen's May 15 letter.
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III. THE TAK-TBF LEASE

TBF also argues that the TAK Broadcasting site is not

available to Glendale because the lease between TAK and TBF

allegedly denies Glendale access to the site for two years

after TBF' s renewal application is finally denied. TBF

Motion, Pp. 3-6. TBF has not demonstrated in a competent

fashion that the site will be unavailable to Glendale during

the two-year period. TBF's attempt to use that lease

provision to attack Glendale's qualifications is contrary to

the Commission's expressed policies. Finally, even if the

site will be unavailable during that two year period, that

does not mean that the site is legally unavailable to

Glendale.

A. The Lease Terms

TBF interprets Section 10 of the lease as giving it the

unqualified right to continue leasing the tower for two years

"after all FCC proceedings and jUdicial appeals in this case

had ended."

differently.

wrote:

TBF Motion, P. 5. TAK interprets the lease

In his December 9, 1991 letter, Mr. Sorensen

TBC's lease automatically terminates as a condition
of default when a tenant looses [sic] its FCC
license•..

Similarly, in his May 15, 1993 letter, Mr. Sorensen wrote:

if Trinity looses [sic] it's broadcasting privilege
the existing lease would automatically be breached.

TAK's interpretation of the lease is consistent with the plain

language of the lease. Under Section 13 of the lease, the
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lease may be terminated upon thirty days notice in case of any

default. section 5 of the lease requires TBC to conduct all

television broadcasting operations "in accordance with

standards imposed by the Federal Communications commission ... "

If TBF loses its license, it would not operate "in a lawful

and proper manner" as required by the lease. Such an action

could clearly constitute a default under the lease that would

give TAK the right to terminate the lease. While Section 10

of the lease automatically terminates the lease two years

after any proceedings end, that section does not foreclose TAK

from finding a default earlier and terminating the lease

pursuant to Section 13.

To the extent the lease is ambiguous, TBF has failed to

meet the burden imposed by section 1.229(d) of the

commission's rules for issue enlargement. Questions of

property law are within the primary jurisdiction of the civil

courts, not the Commission. KOEP. Inc., 6 FCC Rcd 625, 626,

68 RR 2d 1074, 1076 (1991). Where, as here, the property

owner is willing to negotiate with Glendale, and the lease

does not unambiguously support TBF's interpretation, TBF had

the burden of obtaining a rUling from a court of competent

jurisdiction. The Commission will leave the interpretation of

contracts to the civil courts. Ninety-Two Point Seven

Broadcasting, 55 RR 2d 607, 610-611 (1984). In the absence of

a competent and binding interpretation of the lease, TBF's

self-serving interpretation cannot be accepted.
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B. TBF's Abuse of Process

Another strong reason to reject TBF's interpretation of

the lease is that its interpretation would be flatly

inconsistent with the commission's expressed pUblic policy

supporting competition in broadcast licensing. Indeed, TBF's

attempt to use a lease term to deny Glendale access to the TAK

Broadcasting site demonstrates TBF's proclivity for abusing

the Commission's processes. In Alabama citizens For

Responsive Public Television. Inc., 69 FCC 2d 1062, 43 RR 2d

999 (1978), the Commission was faced with an interim licensee

(AETC) that had signed leases with site owners that gave AETC

the apparent right to control the sites even after its

broadcasting privileges were terminated. When a competitor

filed applications mutually exclusive with AETC's applications

for regUlar authority, AETC convinced the Review Board to add

a site availability issue against the competitor based upon

the leases AETC had entered into.

The Commission granted interlocutory review of the Review

Board's action and clearly held that no case or Commission

rule supports "the proposition that an incumbent licensee may

extend transmitter site leases for the sole purpose of

frustrating the application of a competitor." 69 FCC 2d at

1069, 43 RR 2d at 1007. The Commission also wrote:

"Again, it seems to us, AETC may be taking
advantage of its position as a licensee, made
possible by the special privileges granted by the
Commission in the renewal proceeding, to 'freeze
out' its competitor."
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"On their face, the justifications advanced by AETC
for its actions appear unreasonable and
unacceptable. . . We wish to make clear, however,
that we invited competing applications because we
desired to have a choice of applicants to the
extent possible and we do not propose to be
deprived of that choice through AETC's taking
unwarranted advantage of its position as an interim
operator and a licensee."

69 FCC 2d at 1069-1070, 43 RR 2d at 1008. Thus, the

commission clearly held that it is improper for an existing

licensee to use a lease term to deny a competitor access to a

site owned by a third party once the incumbent loses its

license.

TBF's actions are as egregious as the actions AETC took

that were found improper in Alabama Citizens. One important

difference between Alabama Citizens and this case is the

attitude of the site owner. In Alabama citizens, the site

availability issue was necessary because the position of the

site owners were ambiguous. See 69 FCC 2d at 1071, 43 RR 2d

at 1008-1009. (On the allegations before us, it appears that

neither Marengo County nor Taft Broadcasting is actively

opposed to making its site available to Alabama Citizens.)

Indeed, the commission held that if the site owners believed

that AETC could not block access to the site, no hearing was

necessary. 69 FCC 2d at 1071, 43 RR 2d at 1009. In this

case, the site owner (TAR) has repeatedly expressed its

willingness to negotiate with Glendale, and TAK believes that

the TBF lease would be terminated if TBF loses its license.
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The Alabama citizens case requires the Presiding Judge to

reach three conclusions. First, to the extent the Presiding

Judge attempts to interpret the lease, he should interpret the

lease in a manner consistent with Commission policy (~,

that the lease could be terminated on thirty days notice if

TBF loses its license). Second, even if it is concluded that

TBF could block access to the property for two years after it

loses its license, TBF's improper action cannot serve as a

basis for disqualifying Glendale. Third, TBF's own motion

demonstrates that it is attempting to frustrate the

Commission's interest in competition, and the motion raises

questions about whether TBF is attempting to abuse the

Commission's processes. TBF's attempt to cynically insulate

itself from challenge must be rejected.

C. Glendale's Ability to Construct

The above discussion notwithstanding, the TAK

Broadcasting site must be deemed available to Glendale even if

TBF's interpretation of the lease is conclusively shown to be

correct. The two year delay could not, as a matter of law,

make the site unavailable.

Under TBF's interpretation, it could block access to the

site for two years after the final order affirming denial of

its renewal application. Section 73.3598(a) of the

Commission's rules would give Glendale twenty-four months to

construct its station from the date a construction permit is

issued. There is often a considerable delay between the time
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the final order is issued and the time the actual construction

permit was issued. For instance, in the Port Huron, Michigan

FM proceeding, the final order granting the application was

released on July 18, 1990, but the construction permit was not

issued until September 3, 1991. Compare the order (Attachment

5 to this opposition) an the construction permit (Attachment

6 to this opposition). To the extent the construction permit

was issued after the final order was released, Glendale could

obtain access to the site during the original twenty-four

month construction period. Thus, while TBF's obstructionist

tactics would delay access to the site, the site would not be

unavailable to Glendale during the original construction

period.

TBF cites Chicagoland TV Co., 8 RR 2d 758, 760-761 (Rev.

Bd. 1966) for the proposition that a site availability issue

must be specified whenever there will be a two year delay in

obtaining access to a site. TBF Motion, P. 5. That case is

readily distinguishable from this case. In Chicagoland, the

basis for adding a site availability issue was that the

applicant would have been unable to use its site unless and

until another Commission licensee had moved its antenna to

another site which had not yet been constructed. Before the

applicant could have obtained access to the site, the other

building would have to have been constructed, the existing

licensee would have had to make appropriate arrangements with

the new building, and a construction permit application would
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have to have been filed with and granted by the Commission.

The facts concerning the TAK site are completely different.

Furthermore, the twenty-four month construction period for

television stations was not instituted until well after

Chicagoland was decided. ~ Amendment of Section 73.3598 and

Associated Rules concerning the Construction of Broadcast

Stations, 102 FCC 2d 1054, 59 RR 2d 595 (1985).

IV. CONCLUSION

Glendale has reasonable assurance of site availability

for the TAK Broadcasting site. TBF has not come close to

justifying the draconian remedy of summary dismissal. It has

not made a valid case for a site availability issue. 4

Accordingly, Glendale asks the Presiding Judge to deny

the "Motion to Dismiss Application of Glendale Broadcasting

Company."

Respectfully submitted,

GLENDALE BROADCASTING COMPANY

BY~~. S~
~ ICohen ·f

John J. Schauble

Cohen and Berfield, P.C.
1129 20th Street, N.W., # 507
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 466-8565

Its Attorneys
Date: June 7, 1993

4 TBF's arguments concerning whether Glendale could show good
cause for an amendment are moot. No amendment is necessary.
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Attachment 1

DECLARATION

I, Gregory B. Daly, under penalty of perjury declare that the

following is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

Using the name TeISA, Inc., (Telecommunications site

Acquisition, Inc.) I have been in the business of acquiring

transmitter sites for approximately 10 years. During that period

of time, I estimate that I have acquired approximately 5,000

transmitter sites on behalf of clients seeking to file applications

with the FCC.

In approximately November 1991, I was retained by Glendale

Broadcasting Company (Glendale) to assist it in locating a

transmitter site for the application Glendale sought to file for a

new television station to broadcast on Channel 45 in Miami,

Florida. Upon being retained by Glendale, I made a search of

existing transmitter sites and recommended to Glendale that it try

to acquire permission to utilize tower space at TAK Broadcasting's

facility located at 3300 Pembroke Road, Ft. Lauderdale, Florida.

with the express authorization of Glendale, I negotiated with

James L. Sorensen, who identified himself to me as the Tower

Manager and Chief Engineer of TAK Broadcasting. I had several

telephone conversations with Mr. Sorensen and received from Mr.

Sorensen three different Letters of Intent to Negotiate an

Agreement. After conferring with Glendale it was finally

determined that the Letter of Intent dated December 9, 1991 be

accepted by Glendale. Accordingly, I signed and dated that

document on December 21, 1991 and personally mailed it by first

class mail to Mr. Sorensen at P.O. Box 5333, Ft. Lauderdale, FL
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I

The attached letter is a true and correct copy of the

l

letter signed by me.

The first knowledge that I had that Mr. Sorensen did not

receive the signed acceptance dated December 21, 1991, came when

counsel for Glendale informed me that Mr. Sorensen stated he had

not received the December 21, 1991 acceptance. Based upon my

telephone conversation with Mr. Sorensen, on or about December 21,

1991, when I informed him I was going to mail the signed acceptance

to him immediately, I was of the opinion that Glendale and TAK had

reached an agreement of reasonable assurance of site availability.

Date
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b) Ol.ndale i. able to enter Into a lea.e trom TDC and to
perform to the .peclficatlons of .uoh a 1•••• und.r Florida
La••

• Broward (305) 484·8101 • Dade (305) 621-8107
P.O. BOX S333 • FOAT LAUDERDAL.E, fLORIDA 33310



.... .tructural report ,enerated by the En,ineerina Department ot
8tafllle'l, Ino. al'ld by the moet recent Exl.tlna COl'lditton.
aeport and Opinion ot the Chlef En,lneer ot T8C. The tail­
ure of the apparatus ot the tenant to meet theae require­
ment. w111 render thla offe' and any lubsequent otfer,
option, or acreemenl from TBC null and void.

1) Estimated annual rental tor the .pace currently occupied
by WHlT-TV t. '100,000 with additional around space tot
other apparatus at an estimated '10.00 per .quare foot. TBC
.t lpulate. that 1 t suppl tel to WHFT-TV no ground space for
equipment Ilnaa WSFT-TV hla it'. own butldin( on lt's own
properly for thi. purpoa •• [The v.rbally quoted tllture of

'60,000 as.umed that the TeISA, Inc. client was an FM
broadca.ter, not a TV operator. The fieure. of $50,00 tor
'M and '100,000 for TV are at fair market value lor the
MlamS I 't. Lauderdale I 'aIm Beach TV ADI. TBe has at this
t (me avat table .pace for the lnltallat ion ot one (1) lull
power UH' televi.ton tran,mitter and ha. land available lor
the construotion of a building tor this purpOle If necea­
.ary.)

J) The ott.6r to negotiate contained herein la only valid
fot the purpose of the aqulaltlon ot WHFT-TV and cannot be
honored tor the purpOle of new oon.truction except if the
appafatu. ot WHFT la removed Crom the tower under the con­
trol of enllneerlng studie. made by TBC and Stainless, Inc.

k) Teohnlcal data tOl' thi. tower Is ,hown on the attached
TeISA, Inc. Technical Data Sheet and 1. correct tor the
purpo.e, .tated herein. [More detal led technical data on
rhl. tower i. available trom the Chiet Engineer, TAK Broad­
ca,tlng Corporation, Ft. Lauderdale. Florida - 33311.J

I) ThIs agreement Is only between TBC and Glendale and the
inoluslon of TeIIA, Inc. Is only tot the purpose of limiting
TBC's tender of and TelSA's acceptance ot this .grep.ment as
tull compen.at Ion tor any servIce 1 t may have rendered to
TIC in the cout •• of .ervlne it'a client and 18 executed by
Tel.A, Inc. a. evidence of .uch.

m) Item. contained within brackets ("()") are Informational
or advl.ory only and do not constitute a part ot this esree­
ment.

We hope that thl. letter 18 satisfactory for your purposes
a. It .noomp••••• thOle areas 1n which we are able to make
and honor an otter. S. aSlured that all discussions and
nelotlationa with our tenanta and proposed tenants are
treated with the htehe8t confidentiality.

Pie••• let \1.& know It we may be any additional service to
you or Glendale Broadcasting Corporation.
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Attachment 2

DECLARATION

I, Lewis I. Cohen, under penalty of perjury declare that the

following is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

Cohen & Berfield, P.C., in which I am a Principal, is counsel

to Glendale Broadcasting Company (Glendale), which is an applicant

seeking the facilities now licensed to Trinity Broadcasting of

Florida, Inc. (Trinity) in Miami, Florida. When Trinity filed its

Petition to Enlarge Issues against Glendale requesting site

availability issues, I asked Greg Daly, whom Glendale had retained

to obtain reasonable assurance of a transmitter site, to review his

file on this matter. Daly provided me from his files a copy of a

letter signed by Daly and mailed by him on December 21, 1991, to

James L. Sorensen, Tower Manager & Chief Engineer of TAK

Broadcasting Company (TAK) accepting TAK' s Letter of Intent to

Negotiate an Agreement. The letter of intent was dated December 9,

1991. It is attached hereto.

I telephoned Mr. Sorensen on May 14, 1993, to tell him that I

was sending him a copy of Mr. Daly's acceptance of TAK's Letter of

Intent to Negotiate an Agreement. Mr. Sorensen told me that he may

have received Daly's copy of that letter but that his files did not

reflect it. I told Mr. Sorensen that Glendale wanted TAK to

reaffirm that TAK's site was still reasonably available to

Glendale.

On May 15, 1993, I received a fax from Mr. Sorensen which is

attached hereto. I responded to Mr. Sorensen by telephone on May

17. He told me that the matter of making TAK's site reasonably

available to Glendale was being discussed with TAK's counsel, and



- 2 -

that I would hear from TAK in the near future. On May 21, in

response to calls to Mr. Sorensen from me, he left a message that

David Harris, General Manager of Tak, would be speaking to me.

I spoke to Mr. Harris on May 21, by telephone. He told me

that TAK reaffirmed to Glendale its December 9, 1991, Letter of

Intent, but that he was unwilling to put that in writing. Mr.

Harris stated that if Glendale was successful in its application,

TAK would enter into negotiations with Glendale to negotiate a

final agreement to utilize TAK's site.
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Mr. Or.,o., 8. Daly
TelIA,lno.
P. O. 80x 31113
"a.hlnaton, D.C. - 10007-0123

IEYI Glendal8 Broadca.tin, Corporation

Dear Mr. Daly.

Thank you tor your Interest In leasln" or a.lumlna a leaae,
tot tower ,pace at out facility in Miami / Ft. Lauderdal.,
balna that .peclflc .t.el tran.mi,.lon tower looated at 3300
P.mbroke Road, Pembroke Park, 'lorida and alao known a.
Stalnle•• , Inc. Tower Nr. 2181, FAA/rCC tower Nt. 1002 and
to the trade al wCandleabra.".

We have r.vlewed Jour .tandatd letter of Int.nt and prefe,
to I.nd tbl, lettar to 'OU which more accurately spells out
out under.tandln, of the requlrem.nt. ot your client and our
wll1In,ne•• to tt, .ad .eet tho.e requlrementl.

8Y THIS LITTaR, TAX Broado•• tlftl Corporation ("TBC") extend.
to your client, Olendale Iroadoa.tlnl Corporatloft
(wGteflule",. an ofter to neloHat. a new lea•• tor the
to.et .paoe now held by WSPT-TV on out tower lfl

a) Olendal. I. a qualified lIeen.ee for the operation of
the f. 0 I 11 t J 1ft q u•• t Ion. G1end a aa r • pt•• entithat it now
hold. other almllar Llcen••• , Conetructlon Permltl, or other
v.hlole. of authority from tbe rcc, and tbat It now hold. a
valid roc Con.truotlon Permit or Btation Operetln. Lioen••
for the facl1Itl.' of WHPT-TV 01' will do 80 at the outset ot
any Delotlatlonl whloh may re.ult trom this •• reement.

',,--
b) Olendale.1 abl. to enter Into a lea.e trom TBC and to
perform to the .p.cllloations of .uoh a I •••• under Florida
La••

• Browerd (305) 484·8101 • Dede (305) 621-8107
P.O. lOX S333 • FORT LAUDeAOALE, FLORIOA 333'0


